From: Casey, Carolyn

To: Craig Ziady

Cc: Bruce Hoskins; Steve Drohosky; Gregory Flaherty; Zucker, Audrey; Wainberg, Daniel; Miano, John (DEP)
Subject: RE: Risk Assessment

Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 12:10:00 PM

Attachments: Risk Assessment review 2018-09-25.pdf

Craig, please see attached.

Thank you,
Carolyn

Carolyn J. Casey

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Mail code OSRR 07-3

Boston, MA 02109-3912
P617-918-1368

F 617-918-0368

casey.carolyn@epa.gov

From: Craig Ziady [mailto:craig@cummings.com]
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 6:18 PM

To: Casey, Carolyn <Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov>; Zucker, Audrey <Zucker.Audrey@epa.gov>;
Wainberg, Daniel <Wainberg.Daniel@epa.gov>; Murphy, Jim <Murphy.Jim@epa.gov>; Miano, John
(DEP) <john.miano@state.ma.us>

Cc: Bruce Hoskins <BHoskins@FslAssociates.com>; Steve Drohosky <sjd@cummings.com>; Gregory
Flaherty <gxf@cummings.com>

Subject: Sampling misc. and revised schedule

Hi Carolyn — Further to our email last week, please be advised that our sampling schedule remains
on track for September 27 and September 29, as indicated, with the following minor adjustments:

1. Our QAPP-approved laboratory has informed us that concrete dust affects the soxlet
extraction process such that it cannot do the PCB homolog analysis that we have been doing
for groundwater (and can also do for the ecological samples). It can only do the standard EPA
Aroclor method (Method 8082). We do not believe this is an issue, as all existing regulations
are based on either PCB Aroclors or total PCB, but we wanted to make you aware of what the
laboratory informed us; and

2. The PCB sampling locations in the former North Shore Regional Vocational School will be
approximately as shown on the attached revised figure 13. Several of the locations originally
proposed in the Workplan needed to be modified slightly due to the specialized laboratory
flooring that currently exists in the tenant space at Suite 451-C (North Shore InnoVentures).
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September 25, 2018

Mr. Craig Ziady
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Re: U.S. EPA Region 1 Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) Dated April 13, 2017 (Docket
No. RCRA-01-2017-0023) former USM Facility/Cumming Center, Beverly MA

Dear Mr. Ziady:
This correspondence conveys EPA New England’s Technical Review Comments on the Initial
Site Risk Characterization dated, August 14, 2018. The Initial Site Risk Characterization is

approved with the condition that it is revised to appropriately address the attached comments.

A revised report must be submitted within 14 days in accordance with Section XV., paragraph
30.b. of the Consent Order.

Please do not hesitate to call with any questions. I can be reached at 617-918-1368 or
casey.carolyniwepa.gov.

Sincerely,
£

- 4/ iy

Carolyn Casey
RCRA Corrective Action Facility Manager

CC: A. Zucker, D. Wainberg, US EPA
J. Miano, MassDEP
B. Hoskins, FSL
G. Flaherty, Cummings Properties

Toll Free = 1-888-372-7341
Intemet Address (URL) « http://www.epa.goviregion1
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)





Technical Review Comments on the Initial Site Risk Characterization
dated, August 14, 2018
for the former USM Facility/Cumming Center, Beverly MA

Section 1.0 Introduction

The second sentence in the second paragraph should be deleted or revised to correctly reflect the
RCRA Corrective Action Goals.

https://www .epa.gov/hw/measuring-progress-resource-conservation-and-recovery-act-rera-
corrective-action-facilities
https://www.epa.gov/hw/baselines-resource-conservation-and-recovery-act-rera-corrective-
action-sites

“In 2009, the 2020 Baseline was introduced. This list represented the 3,746 facilities
where EPA and the authorized States focused their attention. EPA and the authorized
states have an aspirational goal of largely implementing final remedies at 95 percent of
facilities requiring corrective action by the year 2020.”

In the second to last paragraph to this section, the additional data for suite 157 J should also be
discussed here and considered for use throughout the risk assessment. Section 8.1 Risk
Assessment, Page 38 of the Written Proposal states that “Exposure point concentrations for each
compound shall be based on the maximum detected concentrations between the various seasonal
sampling events.” The maximum detected concentration should not be restricted to samples
collected in 2018. Refer to August 2015, Air Sampling Status and Updated Risk
Characterization Report. Also refer to Table 5 in this report re the multiple lines of evidence
approach. Include a similar evaluation as in Table 5 for each suite. It should be clear which
outdoor air sample is being used in the evaluation comparison (i.e., location, date and value). If
average concentrations are to be used as well, it should be perfectly clear what values are being
included in the calculation of the average concentration.

The last sentence of this section states the following.

“This report does not attempt to differentiate between vapor intrusion and building
interior sources as the rationale for the presence of individual air contaminants. This
report does make comparisons with the ambient outdoor air to identify contaminants
whose presence in indoor air may be primarily or partially due to the outdoor air quality.”

This is an issue that will need to be addressed in the revised report. The new data from adjacent
suites and all the older data need to be incorporated for a complete and accurate conceptual site
model and data evaluation.





2.0 RISK CHARACTERIZATION
2.1 Selection of Constituents of Concern (COC)

Regarding the elimination of COCs, it’s not clear that this was used in this risk assessment. If
not, perhaps the discussion should be deleted to eliminate any confusion. If so, it should be
included under the uncertainty section.

The discussion of COC selection (elimination of compounds from the COC list) does not appear
to be site specific but should be. Include tables and provide valid justification for each COC
proposed to be deleted. The process of COCs selection must be clear and fully documented with
an appropriate justification for each COC eliminated.

Section 2.2.2 Development of Exposure Profiles
Please provide more detail on the Conceptual Site Model for human exposures to contaminants.

Provide more detail about how subsurface vapors, where they may exist, would enter each suite
in relation to the subsurface contamination (soil gas measurements indicate residual soil
contamination). Discuss site specific utilities, ventilation, air pressure, etc. Discuss the specifics
of the potential exposure pathways. A digital manometer can be used to evaluate if the source of
the subsurface soil gas is potentially from indoor air from operation at Suite S-140-A.

How long has the manufacturing facility been operating at Suite S-140-A or any other suite in
the building? If it had a previous location, that should also be identified. This is relevant
information in the evaluation of some of the claims with respect to indoor air and soil gas data
collected prior to 2018. Please provide the MSDS sheets obtained for the location. Are there
other similar locations that may be impacting any of the suites that were sampled?

2.2.4 Exposure Points and Exposure Point Concentrations

The last section to this paragraph states the following. “For the maximum concentrations, two
sets of EPCs were established: one set of EPCs represent the concentrations of detected
compounds only; and the second set of EPCs represents all compounds analyzed and if a
compound was not detected, the EPC value represents one-half of the analytical detection limit.”
Please note that only the second set is necessary.

2.4.1 Methodology

The last sentence in this section states the following. “The calculated cumulative receptor cancer
risk estimates were compared to the Cumulative Cancer Risk Limit of 1 x 107 specified by the
EPA and MassDEP and in accordance with the project QAPP.” Please provide a complete
reference documenting where this was specified by EPA and where it appears in the QAPP. It
cannot be located and in fact, Form L includes a comparison of reporting limits to the more
stringent EPA point of departure for risk assessment of 1x107 for cancer risk and 0.1 HI.





2.4.2 Cumulative Hazard Estimates

In the last para to this section, clarify exactly what the “remaining compounds™ are. Are they the
ones named in the paragraph directly above?

2.5 Uncertainty Analysis
2.5.1 Characterization of OHM

This first paragraph states EPC used in the evaluation for indoor air were based on the maximum
and average concentrations. Please clarify if and where average concentrations were used.

2.5.4 Risk Characterization

As part of the discussion of the non-detected analytes, provide a table for each suite showing all
compounds where the reporting limits exceeded the relevant screening levels.

Figures

The figures (text and tables) should reflect that suite S-158D was previously identified as 157J.
Tables

Table 2

[f the third column in Table 2 (and the other tables as appropriate) includes compounds at % the
reporting limit, this should be stated in the column header.

Table 10

A complete summary table of all outdoor air samples should be provided. There were multiple
outdoor air samples collected in different locations and during different events.

Table 13

This table (text and figures) should reflect that suite S-158D was previously identified as 157J.

Lol






The tenant’s laboratory operations occur in rooms containing specialized heat-seamed
containment sheet flooring that cannot be breached (and which also provides a secondary
barrier to any potential historical residue that may have been present in the concrete
underlayer). The revised (carpeted) locations (shown in red) remain within the areas that
formerly housed NSRVS’s machine shop rooms, where we understand PCBs were formerly
used.

In addition, please see revised schedule below:
e Fourth round of groundwater sampling for non-vapor intrusion wells: by September 27, 2018
e PCB building sampling in Building 100 (former vocational school): by September 29, 2018
e BERA Work plan and revised QAPP for EPA review: by October 5, 2018
e EPA approval of BERA work plan and revised QAPP: by November 5, 2018
e Start BERA field sampling: by November 12, 2018
e End BERA field sampling: by November 21, 2018
e Start BERA toxicity test: by December 20, 2018
e End BERA toxicity tests: by January 31, 2019
e BERA Toxicity lab report receipt: by February 28, 2019
e Draft RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report —to include BERA report, complete human
health risk assessment, and data validation as appendices: by April 30, 2019
e EPA approval of RFl: by May 30, 2019
e Environmental Indicators Submittal: by June 15, 2019
e Media Cleanup Standards (MCS) Proposal: by July 7, 2019
e EPA approval of MCS : by August 7, 2019
e Draft Corrective Measure Study (if needed): by October 31, 2019

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you.
Craig

Craig J. Ziady

General Counsel
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801
Direct dial: 781-932-7034
Main No.: 781-935-8000

WWW. CUMIMINGS. COm

The information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by
replying to the message and deleting it (and all attachments) from your computer.

From: Craig Ziady

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 5:12 PM

To: Casey, Carolyn; Zucker, Audrey; Wainberg, Daniel; Murphy, Jim; Miano, John (DEP)
Cc: Bruce Hoskins; Steve Drohosky


http://www.cummings.com/

Subject: Notice of sampling

Hi Carolyn — Please be advised that we have scheduled the next round of groundwater sampling for
Thursday, September 27 and indoor PCB sampling in the former vocational school for Saturday,
September 29, 2018.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you.
Craig

Craig J. Ziady

General Counsel
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Direct dial: 781-932-7034
Main No.: 781-935-8000
WWW. CUMIMINGS.COMm

The information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by
replying to the message and deleting it (and all attachments) from your computer.
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